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Bef ore W LKI NSON and HAM LTON, Circuit Judges, and PHI LLI PS, Seni or
Circuit Judge.

No. 95-1245 di sm ssed and No. 95-1356 affirnmed by unpublished per
curi am opi ni on.

Jorge Eduardo Vazquez, Appellant Pro Se. Betty Stenl ey Sconion
Assi stant Attorney Ceneral, Pikesville, Mryland; Donald Arnold
Krach, MARYLAND PORT ADM NI STRATION, Baltinore, Maryland; John
Joseph Curran, Jr., Attorney GCeneral of Maryland, Baltinore
Maryl and, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeals from two separate district court orders
granting summary judgnent to the Defendantsina Title VI1 discrim
I nation case. The first order appeal ed, No. 95-1245, was the dis-
trict court's order granting sunmary judgnent to the Maryl and Port
Aut hority; the clains against the Maryland State Police were still
pendi ng when Appel | ant appeal ed this order. W dism ss the appeal
for lack of jurisdiction because the order is not appeal able. This

1 and cer-

court nmay exercise jurisdiction only over final orders,
tain interlocutory and coll ateral orders.? The order here appeal ed
Is neither afinal order nor an appeal able interl ocutory or coll at -
eral order.?

The next order appeal ed, No. 95-1356, was the district court's
order granting summary judgnent to the Maryland State Police
Because this notice of appeal was filed after the district court's
final order, it is sufficient toconfer appellate jurisdiction over
t he Appel Il ant' s cl ai ns agai nst bot h Appel | ees. W have revi ewed t he
record and the district court's opinion and find no reversible

error. Accordingly, we affirm on the reasoning of the district

court. Vazquez v. Maryland State Police Dep't, No. CA-93-479- MIG

(D. M. Jan. 10 & Feb. 3, 1995). We dispense with oral argunent

128 U.S.C. 8§ 1291 (1988).

228 U.S.C. § 1292 (1988); Fed. R Civ. P. 54(b); Cohen v.
Beneficial Industrial Loan Corp., 337 U S. 541 (1949).

® Robi nson v. Parke-Davis and Co., 685 F.2d 912, 913 (4th Cir.
1982) .




because the facts and | egal contenti ons are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunent would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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